Arguably the fulcrum of Anthony Smith's research is the ethnie-nation link. One axis of this debate is represented in the early contributions to this special issue, namely, what are ethnies, when did they arise, and what has been their historic relationship to nations. A second -perhaps more contemporary -offshoot of this thinking is the role played by ethnicity within nations in the so-called 'modern' period up to the present time. This is the main problematic with which this article will concern itself. Within this framework, two strands of research recommend themselves. These include a) the place of dominant-group ethnicity 1 within contemporary nations; and b) the nature of the 'ethnic versus civic nation' conceptual dichotomy and the dialectic between these two ways of constructing nationalist arguments.
definite linkages between the romantic exoticism of the nineteenth century and the multiculturalist radicalism of today.
The Austrian-Jewish social psychologist Gustav Ichheiser famously remarked that if the Jews obtained a state of their own, they would behave in much the same way as other ethnic groups. Here Ichheiser was mischievously firing a shot across the bow of the cosmopolitan mainstream within diaspora Jewry which viewed the Jews as uniquely placed -by virtue of their alienation from a state -to provide universal intellectual and moral leadership. He is also noteworthy for the way in which he remarked that many popular beliefs, though often heavily skewed by prejudice, are predicated upon a kernel of truth. (Ichheiser 1949) Here there is a parallel with Anthony Smith's work. Like his co-religionist Ichheiser, Smith's work runs against the normative grain of his contemporaries. It does so in two important ways. First, in eschewing the tendency of modernist scholars like Hobsbawm, Gellner or Anderson to sever nations from their ethnic pasts, Smith, like Ichheiser, is implicitly suggesting that the counterintuitive explanation, while cognitively impressive, is not necessarily correct. The popular belief that nations have continuity with pre-modern roots thus has an Ichheiserian core of truth which turns out to be quite substantial. Second, and more germane to this discussion, Smith successfully disembeds ethnicity from the ideologically-charged, anglo-centric discourse of ethnic relations and places it in historical context. Ethnic groups are no longer defined by their exoticism or marginality, but rather by characteristics (i.e. popular name, myth of shared ancestry, concept of homeland, ethno-history) which are attributable to oppressors and oppressed alike. This notion greatly influenced Yael Tamir, whose Liberal Nationalism reflects many of the theoretical advances made by Smith. (Tamir 1993) This latter departure is a useful example of counterintuitive reasoning in that it questions taken-for-granted ideas about the 'ethnic' as Other. 4 Yet, unlike the arguments of constructivists, this readily rings true with our investigation of the empirical world. 'Yes,' we might say, the idea of an English ethnie in Britain or
French ethnie in France makes sense and can be usefully compared with, for example, the Japanese in Japan, Persians in Iran or Javanese of Indonesia. In recasting the ethnie-nation distinction on the basis of pre-modern v. modern rather than periphery v. metropole, Smith allows us to usefully compare ethnies and nations and the myriad connections between them.
This approach is also clearly superior to the efforts of political theorists like Will Kymlicka, who view the ethnie-nation distinction as hinging purely on the issue of territoriality. (Kymlicka 1997: 59) Thus an American Jew who steps off a plane in
Tel-Aviv leaves her ethnicity at the airport, to be recollected for the return journey.
Kymlicka also informs us that ethnic groups really are cosmopolitan entities uninterested in 'ethnic descent' while nations are content with an official high culture and are otherwise infinitely elastic in their accommodation of difference. By relying on this conceptual sleight-of-hand, Kymlicka connects the dots of his theory, but detaches it from the reality. Meanwhile, the ethnic realities which Kymlicka does acknowledge are exclusively minoritarian. (Kaufmann 2000) Smith's reconceptualisation of ethnicity, by contrast, de-centres it from its Anglo-European moral centre, thereby opening up space for 'us' as well as the 'others' to possess ethnic identity. In rescuing this term for generalised use, he renders his theory useful as a template for case study or comparative research. This is precisely the kind of meso-level theorising which some suggest as a critical way forward in bridging the solitudes of social theory and empirical research. (Mouzelis 1995) berghe, but rather emerges from a blend of cultural-historical path dependency, lived existence and psychological alienation. Thus we are motivated to become ethnic by traditions embodied in our cultural-historical institutions (including the family) and by our 'diurnal round of work and leisure' in our particular habitus. These push factors are necessary but not sufficient, however, since, as Smith makes clear, the ethnohistoricist quest is powerfully motivated by a nostalgic and romantic longing to escape the alienation of a profane and disenchanted modernity and to find continuity, pace Debray, in the tales of ancestors which reach back into the past and forward into the future. 5 (Smith 1986: 175-6) More importantly, today's norms of western cultural liberalism (Soysal's 'universal personhood') are increasingly forcing dominant ethnic groups to define 'their' nations in inclusive ways that draw an ever firmer line between a once hidden dominant ethnie and its national covering. (Soysal 1994) This makes it extremely important to finger dominant ethnicity as an independent political player.
In approaching contemporary dominant ethnicity, we encounter relatively uncharted territory, a vast field of inquiry which has been bypassed by the legions of The foregoing discussion has highlighted the importance of questions of 'civic versus ethnic' types of nations/nationalism more generally in Anthony Smith's writings. Given the centrality of this topic in recent research (see Brubaker 1992; Soysal 1994; Fahrmeir 1997; Schnapper 1998; Gosewinkel 2001; Zimmer 2003) , it is worth examining Smith's own contribution to this scholarly debate in somewhat greater detail. Yet before doing so it might be useful to locate its place in relation to the central concern of Smith's work, namely the possible connections and continuities between pre-modern ethnic communities and modern nations. The first point that needs to be noted in this regard is that, like the discussion concerning dominant ethnicity, the debate over civic and ethnic forms of nationhood is almost exclusively focused on the modern period. A glance at Smith's definition of 'nation' makes this obvious in that many of the elements he attributes to the modern nation -a mass, public culture, a common economy and common legal rights and duties for all members (Smith 1991, p. 14) -form the institutional core of the civic nation-state.
The latter is commonly underpinned by a civic ideology that stresses the need to create, foster, and constantly improve the national community, its institutions and public culture. This is not to say that ethnic understandings of the nation become irrelevant under modern conditions, but they will almost certainly be counterbalanced by the rhetoric of civic nationalism.
In more specific terms, the conceptual differentiation between civic and ethnic forms of nationhood has played a part within two separate (if closely related) areas of 13 Smith's work. The first relates to his concern with nationalist movements and with the formation of nations and nation-states, while the second pertains to his interest in the ideology of nationalism and in the construction of nationalist arguments. Smith has approached the former theme from a more sociological and typological perspective, while in his treatment of the latter he has often adopted a more explicitly historical and inductive method. Although the two themes are closely linked in his oeuvre, making this distinction will allow us to identify changes in his work that affected his writing on civic-versus-ethnic dichotomy.
The first of these changes was mainly of a methodological nature. Whereas in many of his earlier works Smith tended to concentrate on the formation of nations and the role of nationalist movements in an attempt to create typologies suited for the comparative study of nationalism (see Smith 1973 Smith , 1983 Smith , 1986 , his more recent publications reveal a more marked concern with the ideology of nationalism in its various historical manifestations (Smith 1991 (Smith , 1995 (Smith , 2000 . This shift was closely related to his adoption, from the mid-1990s, of a more dynamic understanding of the key concepts of nation, nationalism, and national identity. Quite obviously, this partial re-orientation grew out of his emphatically critical engagement with Eric Hobsbawm's concept of 'invented traditions' and Benedict Anderson's view of nations as 'imagined communities' (Smith 1991a; Hobsbawm 1983; Anderson 1991) . While rejecting their radical constructivism, Smith nonetheless began to look more systematically at the relationship between nationalist actors and their ideologies on the one hand, and national identity on the other. 8 This led to a clearer differentiation between two themes that had not been separated in his earlier work: the formation of nations, national movements and nation-states in the long historical durée, which Smith now often discusses under the label of 'perennialism'; and the construction and reconstruction of nationalist arguments along 'voluntarist' and 'organic' lines.
The more typological approach is clearly visible in Smith's pioneering
Theories of Nationalism (Smith 1971 (Smith & 1983 . In chapter 8 on typologies, Smith posits the need to identify the diversity within the unity of nationalism. Yet it is characteristic of this early work, which is still under the influence of what in a later study he would call 'classical modernism' (Smith 1998) , that Smith is primarily concerned with nationalist movements, and only secondarily with their ideology.
Unlike Ernest Gellner's, Smith's scepticism of theories of nationalism that concentrate on ideology (an approach applied most radically by Elie Kedourie in his seminal book Nationalism) is not rooted in an adherence to any kind of materialism (Gellner 1983; Kedourie 1993) Smith is particularly sceptical of some of the causal correlations proposed in these works between nationalist ideology and the social position of nationalist intellectuals, such as Hans Kohn's view that the differences between 'Western' and 'Eastern' nationalism reflect a contrast between a rational French and English bourgeois middle class and the anomie-plagued sons of German clergymen and civil servants (see also Smith 1991, pp. 80-82) . But Smith's main point is that these historical taxonomies need to be replaced by sociological ones that concentrate on movement rather than ideology. This leads him to separate pre-independence from post-independence nationalist movements, both of which, he argues, can be underpinned by an ethnic or a territorial type of nationalism (1983, pp. 199-210) .
Perhaps it was in his illuminating yet little known essay on 'Neo-classicist and Romantic Elements in the Emergence of Nationalist Conceptions' (Smith 1976, pp. 74-87) that Smith for the first time examined different patterns of nationalist ideology in a manner directly relevant to the civic-versus-ethnic dichotomy. In this essay, which effectively represents a theoretically informed piece of intellectual history, Smith explores the origins and early development of European nationalism in the period from 1770 to 1815. He argues that a transformation took place, during the 1770s and 1780s, from the neo-classical veneration of antique themes and role models to a more Romantic concern with ethnic origins. These two visions roughly correspond with the civic and ethnic patterns of communal identity in that the first emphasises political voluntarism while the second stresses organic growth. As the reader soon realises, however, the main point of this article is to question that the transition from the neo-classical to the ethno-historicist was as clear-cut as some historians of ideas had previously suggested. The neo-classical and Romantic viewpoints, Smith insists, were often fused in the thought of early nationalist thinkers and, in spite of important disagreements, neo-classicists and early Romantics shared a number of common features. To begin with, they were both opposed to the status quo and to 'all authority that is external and imposed'. (Smith 1976, p. 86) . In more strictly ideological terms, they represent varieties of eighteenth-century historicism in that both located the source of a community's energy and unity in its origin. Lastly, each of them attributes a central place to education as a means to accomplish communal regeneration. And it is here, in the sphere of education, that the fusion of the voluntarist and organic elements becomes most apparent in the writings of some of the foremost critics of the French Enlightenment. Hence for Rousseau, education appeared as a means to rediscover, cultivate and strengthen that which was 'authentic'
and 'natural' in a community (Smith 1976, pp. 83-85 Where the road to state-formation was more protracted and contentious, as was the case in the East, national self-definitions took on a more ethnic form. This often meant that the intelligentsia of a marginal community ruled by a dominant ethnic group in an imperial context drew on ethnic symbols and myths to legitimate its claim to autonomy or, where the nationalist movement was more advanced, to an independent state. Here the stress is on 'genealogy, populism, customs and dialects, and nativism'. Ethnic nationalists seek to revive, politicise and extend these elements, while they are less concerned with the kind of institutions and rights that are so prominent a concern for those adhering to the civic vision of the nation (1986, pp. 136-137 ).
Yet Smith nonetheless objects to the widespread tendency of confusing ideal types with actual historical phenomena. In the real world, he insists, the elements associated with the civic nation -territoriality, political and legal institutions, citizenship rights, a common civic culture and ideology -are not universal but embedded in particular historical communities. The concept of a national territory makes this obvious. While territories possess a formal and universalist dimension, manifest in concepts such as boundary' or 'frontier', they are also highly particularistic. This more particularistic dimension finds expression in terms such as 'historic land' or 'homeland'. Another key element of the civic nation -a shared public culture -reveals the same duality. Although modern civic cultures are to some extent created and promoted from the centre, they were also historically evolved or, at any rate, must be seen as consonant with existing historical myths, symbols and memories if they are to resonate within a wider population. The same applies to political and legal institutions. If they are to evoke the necessary emotional attachments and loyalties from a given population, they must be seen as historically evolved rather than merely invented or constructed. 'Nations', Smith tells us, 'always require ethnic "elements"' because they would be 'inconceivable without some common myths and memories of a territorial home ' (1991, p. 40) . Conceptually, the nation has come to 'blend two sets of dimensions, the one civic and territorial, the other ethnic and genealogical, in varying proportions in particular cases '. (1991, p. 15) He drives home the same point when he states that nationalism, rather than a secular ideology, is merely the 'secular, modern equivalent of the pre-modern, sacred myth of ethnic election. ' (1991, p. 68-70) But what precisely, we may ask, caused these changes in the public definition of national identity? What determined the particular blending of civic and ethnic elements in a particular case? How precisely do nationalists define the nation in the face of social and political change? I believe it was Smith's realisation that his existing concepts would make it difficult to examine these questions adequately that prompted him, in some of his most recent works, to replace terms such as 'civic', 'territorial' and 'ethnic' with 'organic' and 'voluntarist' (Smith 2000 & . This indicates more than a terminological shift. The former terms are rooted in his typological method and reflect his ambition to construct a conceptual framework that could be used for broad diachronic and synchronic comparisons at the macro level of Smith undoubtedly deserves a great deal of credit above all for having emphasised the janus-faced nature of nationalist ideology and for moving the debate surrounding civic and ethnic nationalism away from the strong normative connotations typical of the classical as well as some recent accounts on the subject (see Viroli1995; Ignatieff 1993). 10 Nor can there be any doubt that his approach and analyses on this subject are superior to those accounts that associate civic and ethnic nationhood with particular 'traditions' or 'mentalities' or tend to classify entire 'nations' as either 'civic' or 'ethnic' (culminating in highly simplistic assumptions about "the-Germans"-and-their-obsession-with-blood-and-the-soil versus "theFrench"-and-"the English"-and-their-appreciation-of-rationality-and-civic-liberty).
Yet if our concern relates to the discontinuously occurring public redefinitions of national identity rather than to long-term developments, intellectual debates, or citizenship legislation, then the limitations of his approach are revealed. These have become particularly obvious to historians and social scientists studying national movements and political ideologues rather than focusing on a handful of selected thinkers and intellectuals or taking a broadly comparative approach.
One might be able to overcome these problems if 'voluntarist' and 'organic' are conceived not in terms of conceptions, principles or ideas, but in terms of mechanisms or metaphors that actors use as they construct nationalist arguments by drawing on particular resources. The resources that nationalists commonly draw upon in different contexts to address particular problems -political institutions and values, cultural traditions and codes, communal history, even geography -can be processed in either voluntarist or organic ways: as the product of human action or, alternatively, as forces that determine the collective 'character' of a nation. Some adherents of organic nationalism, for example, rejected the voluntarist connotations commonly attached to the modern nation-state. Instead, they saw the state in naturalistic terms, as an expression of the evolutionary development of the national community, not as a set of deliberately created institutions. The same is true of 'nature' and 'geography'. They too need not be conceived in organic (i.e. deterministic) terms, although this has admittedly often been the case where nationalists made references to the natural environment. Even so, for some eighteenth-century neo-classicists the natural environment was cherished because it could serve as a projection of human ingenuity and an expression of national character. But perhaps the most instructive example is language. While in the French republican tradition language is conceived in 20 voluntarist terms -as something that can be taught, learned, and acquired, for a rightwing nationalist like Albert Sorel language was organic and deterministic.
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Conclusion
This article suggests that Anthony Smith has made important contributions to the literatures on both dominant ethnicity and the 'ethnic-versus-civic' nationalism debate. In terms of the former, he has successfully redefined the American term 'ethnicity' (as well as 'nation') in a more consistent manner than his exoticist and radical predecessors. In so doing, he has opened up space for an exploration of the phenomenon of dominant ethnicity within modern nations. A limitation of Smith's work, however, is his incomplete specification of the role of dominant ethnicity (as opposed to nations) within post-industrial western societies. In terms of the 'ethniccivic' discourse, Smith's work has again successfully abstracted a key concept away from its overly normative and idealist matrix and employed it as a useful sociological typology. Nonetheless, this approach could be improved by a stronger focus on 'voluntarist' and 'organic' processes as mechanisms rather than ideas -a transition which could improve their utility in empirical situations which are marked by discontinuities in symbolic strategies and social action.
